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Applicant presents this Reply Brief in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed on 
April 15,2008. 

An oral hearing is being requested concurrently herewith and the appropriate fees were 
previously paid. 

In the Examiner's Answer, the rejections raised in the final Office Action dated April 20, 
2006, were essentially repeated. Accordingly, Applicant's comments on pages 3-12 address 
those rejections and are re-emphasized and incorporated herein by reference. 

In addition, the Examiner's Answer includes a section (10) titled "Response to 
Argument." The present Reply Brief addresses comments included in that section (10) of the 
Examiner's Answer. In that section of the Examiner's Answer, the Moon et al. patent is 
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mischaracterized by equating a graphic display of one or more meters as "a plurality of patient 
programmable options on at least one first menu." It is clear that the rejections of the claims are 
erroneously based on that mischaracterization and, as a result, the rejections are not proper and 
should be reversed. 

More specifically, the Examiner stated that the Moon et al. patent is used in the rejections 
"to show the level of skill in the display art when dealing with the adding and removing of icons 
or options." (Examiner's Answer, pg. 9, 11. 1 1-14) The specific language of claim 12 that relates 
to displaying "options" is recited as follows: 

"wherein the CD display is controlled to depict a plurality of patient 
programmable options on at least one first menu and wherein at least one of the 
patient programmable options may be enabled and disabled at different times from 
a second menu such that when disabled the at least one patient programmable 
option is no longer displayed on the at least one first menu as an option while at 
least one enabled option is displayed on the at least one first menu." (underlines 
added for emphasis) 

The display configurations described in the Moon et al. patent do not anticipate or suggest 
the above features of claim 12. The Examiner has acknowledged that other references cited in 
the rejections fail to meet the above-quoted features of claim 12 (Examiner's Answer, pg. 9, 11. 
10-1 1, pg. 10, 11. 10-12 and pg. 11, 11. 21-22.) Accordingly, even if the Moon et al. patent were 
somehow combined with the other cited references in the manner suggested by the Examiner 
(which combination Applicant traverses in the Appeal Brief), the result would not meet or 
suggest the claimed invention. 

As described below, Moon et al. do not describe or suggest first and second menus as 
recited in claim 1 2, or a plurality of programmable options on a first menu (or screen) in 
combination with a second menu (or screen) from which at least one of those programmable 
options may be enabled or disabled as recited in claims 12 and 29. 

Moon et al. describe displaying graphics of meters and icons in a display area 140 (Moon 
et al., Figs 3-6). Moon et al. refer to the display area 140 as a "status bar." The status bar 140 
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has a small meter area 450 for a sequencing or rotating meter, while fixed (non-rotating) meters 
that never leave the screen are at other locations along the status bar 140. (Moon et al., col. 5, 11. 
53-56 and col. 6, 11. 33-49). The status bar 140 is not a menu, but is simply a display (albeit a 
display having a rotating display area and a fixed display area). The meters or icons displayed on 
the status bar 140 are simply visual information and are not programmable from the status bar 
140. Because the status bar 140 merely displays the meters or icons as visual information and 
provides no mechanism for selecting (programming) the options, Moon et al.'s meters or icons 
on the status bar 140 are not programmable options on a first menu . 

The term "menu" has an ordinary meaning in computer display arts as a display of items 
from which a user can select. The ability to select an item from the menu is a key difference 
between a simple display of information and a menu. Attached is a copy of a page from 
Merriam- Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, 726 (10 th ed. 1988) that shows a common definition of 
"menu" (in the context of a computer display) as "a list shown on the display of a computer from 
which a user can select the operation the computer is to perform." Moon et al.'s display of 
meters or icons on the status bar 140 is not a list from which a user can select anything. Instead, 
Moon et al.'s status bar 140 is simply a display of visible information. 

Also, in describing the Moon et al. patent as "adding and removing icons or options" 
(italics added for emphasis)(Examiner's Answer pg. 9, 1. 14), the Moon et al. patent is 
erroneously mischaracterized. Moon et al. do not refer to the meters or icons in the status bar 
140 as " options T As discussed above, the status bar 140 displays meters and icons as visible 
information, but no mechanism is provided for opting any of the meters or icons from the status 
bar 140. 

By mischaracterizing the meters or icons in the status bar 140 as "options" (instead of 
displayed information) the Examiner is apparently referring to the functions described by Moon 
et al. with respect to the "Meters customization panel" in Fig. 7 of the Moon et al. patent. In 
particular, the Examiner states "[t]he screen displays are edited by the user as described in 
column 7, line 1 1-28 and column 8, line 36-45, which allow the user to remove or add certain 
'meters' to a specific screen, thus changing the screen to display or not display a certain option." 
(Examiner's Answer, pg. 9, 1. 19 to pg. 10, 1. 1.) 
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The display screen panel shown in Fig. 7 of the Moon et al. patent is used to customize 
the status bar 140 (of the display in Figs. 3-6). From an area 330 on the panel in Fig. 7, fixed 
meters can be added or removed from the status bar 140 display. Similarly, from an area 350 on 
the panel in Fig. 7, rotating meters can be added or removed from the status bar display. Thus, 
by using areas 330 and 350 of the panel in Fig. 7, a user may customize the display in the status 
bar 140 to add or delete meters or icons from the display. However, once the panel in Fig. 7 has 
been used to select meters or icons for display on the status bar 140, the user shifts to a different 
display screen panel (e.g., as shown in Figs. 3-6) to view the status bar 140. As described above, 
once the user has shifted to a display screen on which the status bar 140 (and meters or icons) are 
displayed, the meters or icons now set on the status bar 140 are merely visible display 
information, not programmable options on a menu . 

In that regard, referring to the above-quoted language from claim 12, Moon et al.'s status 
bar 140 simply displays visible information and, thus, could not be a display that is "controlled to 
depict a plurality of patient programmable options on at least one first menu " In addition, Moon 
et al.'s status bar 140 provides no mechanism for enabling or disabling options and, thus, could 
not be "a second menu" from which "at least one of the patient programmable options may be 
enabled and disabled." While Moon et al.'s panel in Fig. 7 allows a user to add or delete meters 
or icons from the status bar 140, Fig. 7 could not be both the first and second menus recited in 
claim 12. Accordingly, Moon et al. do not disclose or suggest a display that is "controlled to 
depict a plurality of patient programmable options on at least one first menu and wherein at least 
one of the patient programmable options may be enabled and disabled at different times from a 
second menu ." 

In addition, while Moon et al.'s panel in Fig. 7 allows a user to add or delete meters or 
icons from the status bar 140, the addition or deletion of a meter or an icon to the status bar 140 
does not enable or disable a programmable option . Moon et al. define the term "meter" as used 
in their patent as "a 'small' application program that constantly monitors the computer system in 
the background (or checks the system periodically), and displays the information graphically." 
(Moon et al., col. 2, 11. 39-43 and also at col. 5, 11. 49-53.) Moon et al.'s Fig. 7 is described as 
allowing the user to add or delete display graphics from the status bar 140. However, Moon et al. 
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provide no description or suggestion of enabling or disabling any of the meter programs. Indeed, 
Moon et al.'s definition of a meter as an application program that is constantly running in the 
background teaches that the meters are always enabled (constantly running). Thus, according to 
Moon et al.'s teaching, it is only the graphic display of the meter or icon application that is added 
or deleted to the status bar 140 form the panel in Fig. 7, while the actual application program 
remains running in the background regardless of whether or not the graphic of the meter or icon 
is shown on the status bar. Therefore, Moon et al. do not teach or suggest "a second menu" from 
which "at least one of the patient programmable options may be enabled and disabled at different 
times" as recited in claim 12. 

Accordingly the Examiner's reliance on the Moon et al. patent as describing the above- 
quoted features of claim 12 is respectfully traversed. A primary basis for the rejections (that, 
according to the Examiner's Answer, pg. 12, 11. 2-4, "[ojnce the graphic interface of Moon et al. 
is implemented with the basic programming of Tune et al. and Causey et al. Ill, applicant's 
invention would be anticipated") is erroneous. 

As described above, Moon et al. (as well as each of the other patents cited in the 
rejections) neither describe nor suggest a "CD display" that is "controlled to depict a plurality of 
patient programmable options on at least one first menu and wherein at least one of the patient 
programmable options may be enabled and disabled at different times from a second menu such 
that when disabled the at least one patient programmable option is no longer displayed on the at 
least one first menu as an option while at least one enabled option is displayed on the at least one 
first menu" (underlines added for emphasis), as recited in claim 12. Accordingly, even if the 
Moon et al. patent were somehow combined with Tune et al. (USP 5,630,710) and Goedeke 
(USP 5,904,708) or somehow combined with Causey, III et al. (USP 6,641,533) in the manner 
suggested by the Examiner (which combinations Applicant traverses in the Appeal Brief), the 
result would not meet or suggest the claimed invention. 

The above comments are focused on independent claim 12. However, similar comments 
apply to the rejection of claim 29. While claim 29 refers to first and second display screens 
(instead of first and second menus), claim 29 recites other features that are similar to those 
discussed above with respect to claim 12, including a CD display that is "controlled to depict a 
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plurality of patient programmable options on at least one first display screen and wherein at least 
one of the patient programmable options may be enabled and disabled at different times from a 
second display screen such that when disabled the at least one patient programmable option is no 
longer displayed on the at least one first display screen as an option while at least one enabled 
option is displayed on the at least one first display screen." 

As discussed above, the Moon et al. reference does not disclose or suggest features 
recited in claims 12 and/or claim 29, including a "CD display" that is "controlled to depict a 
plurality of patient programmable options on at least one first menu (or screen)" and "wherein at 
least one of the patient programmable options may be enabled and disabled at different times 
from a second menu (or screen)." As explained in the Appeal Brief and acknowledged by the 
Examiner, other references cited in the rejection (including Tune et al. and Causey, III et al.) fail 
to teach those features. Indeed, none of the references of record has been established as meeting 
or suggesting the above features of claims 12 and 29. 

To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations 
must be taught or suggested by the prior art. In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 
1974). "All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim against 
the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970). 

In view of the forgoing and Applicant's Appeal Brief, it is respectfully submitted that the 
examiner has failed to establish prima facie obviousness. Accordingly, the rejections of claims 
6-29 are traversed and should be reversed. 
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